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CERTAIN GRAMMATICAL PHENOMENA IN SUMERIAN 

By J. Dyneley Prince 
Columbia University 

Radau (Babl. Exped. of the Univ. of Penn., Series D, 1910, pp. 
16-17, Notes) lays down these grammatical principles, which I shall 
paraphrase as follows: 

I. That wherever the suffixes -ma, -za, -ba, -na occur, they are 
equivalent respectively to -mu, -zu, -bi, -ni, with postpositional 
force; i.e., that the A-suffixes invariably indicate the status obliquus. 

II. That where two nouns stand together in what would be in 
Semitic the construct relation, they are regarded in Sumerian as a 
compound noun, as E-A-A-MU = not 'house of my father,' but 'my 
father-house,' and hence, that, in such cases, the -mu, -zu, -bi, -ni- 
form would be used, because the second noun is not considered to be 
in the oblique state. 

III. If such a composite noun is dependent upon a postposition 
or other noun, the pronominal suffix of the nomen rectum must then 
show the form in -a. 

The author is so convinced of the force of these rules that in a 
communication to me he states that, wherever the rule appears to 
be neglected, such instances must be due to a "corruption of the 
text." 

All the examples cited by him, pp. 16-17, seem to bear out his 
theory, which he has carefully safeguarded, however, in two ways: 
(a) by his explanation of such frequent forms as i-de-za, which is 
usually rendered 'thine eyes' (for i-de-zu), where no postpositional 
force is evident. Such an apparent infraction of his rule he explains 
by supposing that here the noun and its suffix stand in the construct 
relation, the suffix itself being the namen rectum in the oblique state; 
consequently, he renders i-de-za 'eyes of thine,' but i-de-zu 'thine 
eyes,' a delicate distinction which does not impress one favourably. 
(6) His second safeguard, which he throws about his theory as to the 
invariably direct character . of the u, i-suffixes, and the equally 
invariably oblique character of the A-suffixes, is his statement just 
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noted, that, wherever his rule seems to be broken, such infraction 
can be due only to a "corruption of the text." 

It will readily be observed that a just criticism of his principle is 
rendered difficult by these protecting barriers, with which he has 
surrounded himself, particularly by the second one (6), for an asser- 
tion that a text is corrupt, because it does not conform to a certain 
grammatical theory, is always difficult either to substantiate or to 
refute. The first question which naturally arises is as to what is 
meant by "corrupt" — does Radau mean badly reproduced by a 
modern copyist or ungrammatically written by an original scribe ? 
A few cases not cited by Radau, which seem to militate against his 
theory, will serve to illustrate the doubtful character of the whole 
discussion. 

Thus, Vanderburgh, Diss., p. 57 (CT, XV, 15-16, rev. 27): 
'*Mer(IM)-ri dtjg(KA)-dtjg(KA)-ga a-a mux-na-su(KU) ges(IZ)- 
Ni BA-si-iN-AG 'when Adad commands (anyone), Father, upon 
him he imposes his power' (ges=IZ). Here the -su(KU) is plainly 
superfluous, as the -na in mux-na would have been sufficient 
according to Radau's principle; cf. IV, 16, 446; lu-bi mux-na = 
ana eli am^li suatu, where the -na, according to Radau, is really 
postpositional. In the Vanderburgh passage, the text should therefore 
read either mux-na or mux-n:-su(KU), and certainly not mux-na- 
su(KU), which would be a redundancy. Cf. CT, XV, 11-12, obv. 8: 
XAR-SAG GUii-LA-zu-su(KU) 'to dcstroy thy mountain,' where we 
have zu and not -za, simply because the postposition su(KU) is 
expressed. 

Similarly, Vanderburgh, Diss, on CT, XV, 16-17, obv. 7: i-de 
A-A-zu i-DE '^Mu-UL-LiL-RA SE-iR-MA-AL-LA-zu-NE ' wheu before thy 
father, before Mullil, thou art sovereign.' Why not a-a-za, or 
would Radau regard i-de -f- a-a as a compound noun? Yet the 
force of the suffix here must be obfique after i-de, and I do not 
beheve that i-de -|-a-a can be taken as a composite. Cf. just below 

SAB-BA BARA-BABBAR-RA-NA. 

In AJSL, XXIX, on CT, XV, 22, obv. 11: dimmer lig 
Ki-AZAG-GA-MU 'the mighty god of my pure abode.' According to 
Radau, this should be -ma, as ki-azag-ga, itself a compound, must 
be dependent on dimmer lig, which could scarcely be construed as 
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a compound in one idea with ki-azag-ga, although Radau might, 
of course, so take it, to save his theory. If he were to do so, how- 
ever, he would have to explain such expressions as op. cit., 1. 12: 
SAB-BA bara-babbar-ra-na 'in the midst of his brilliant shrine,' 
where sab-ba and baba-babbar are evidently not taken as a single 
compoimd, following out his rule. 

In CT, XV, 23, rev. 6: a eri-gul-a-mu 'water for my destroyed 
city,' a similar difficulty is encountered. 

In CT, XV, 18, rev. 36: i-de-bar sag-ga-ni Nina nam-ba-e- 
bi-bi 'with her gracious aspect Nina verily speaketh,' the -ni is 
clearly obUque and should be -na, according to Radau. Is this due 
to a corrupt text, or to an ignorant scribe ? 

A number of other similar examples might be cited, which appear 
not to be in agreement with Radau's theory as to the A-suffixes. 
Indeed, the author admits in a letter to me that M. Thureau-Dangin 
wrote to him that these distinctions formulated by Radau are "very 
often broken through," which certainly appears to be the case from 
the above examples. 

I am ready to admit that the A-vowel in both prefixes and suf- 
fixes is apt to have a directive force (Prince, AJSL, XXIV, 356), 
but it is as yet difficult to prove that it always has such a force, nor 
can we regard Radau's statements (pp. 17-18) as definitely showing 
that infractions of this principle are invariably due to text corruptions 
or to ignorance on the part of later scribal copyists. 

It should be added that he makes no mention of the undoubtedly 
relative -mu used for all three persons in Sumerian. the existence nf 
which I beheve I have shown in MSL, p. xxi. 



